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Ur. Reck will table this morning a proposal for actios In Viet Kara 
that atop* abort of Installing U. S, forces now, but commit* ns — la our 
an lads »• to a foil scale U. S. effort to tm that country. 
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I appreciate* of course^ the difficulty of the decision ak? Che 
reason* for reserving this morel hat t should like to set out as clearly 
as I can the reasons for pla cing acme minimal U. S. ground farce in 
Viet Nam as part e£ the Initial package. 

This problem has been bedevilled by confusion about various 
things a U.S. force could Initially accomplish: from fighting in die 
paddles and jungles (which no one proposes)* to guarding engineer units. 
To simplify the matter. I shall sake the case for placing Immediately 
tU.S, (or SEATO) force of (say) 5, COO men on the 17th Parallel. * 

1. From the point of view of Southeast Asia, this is the gut 
Issue and got decision they are awaiting. Our case far asking a great 
deal from Dies would be strengthened If this threshold In U.S. action 


2. Without the troop commitment, the Communists (who have 
been reading of oar fears of white men In Asia and of Nehru’s line on 
Ho Chi Minh) will believe they still have plenty of room for maneuver 


•Neither the place nor die figure are essential to the argument. As an 
Initial point of disposition, I like the Parallel because It fits Hie 
dipl om a t ic situation described la paragraph 3, below. E say S, 000 men 
because Z understood from the hCAAG adviser to the 1st ARVN division 
that static duty on the parallel wns now being done by 3, 500 men (half 
the division); and U.S. forces could relieve them. On Hie other hand. 
5,000 seemed n rough minimum U.S. unit that could protect Itself. 
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ud to continue Infiltration. An ambiguous signal to than Is dangerous; 
and, whatever tits rhetoric, t boy will interpret oar policy by deeds, mot 
words. The deeds proposed ere, indeed, ambiguous. 

5, When we publish the Jordca Report ead enlarge the MAAG, 
we shell be declaring the 1954 Accords ere being violated ead we propose 
to deal with the consequences cf diet violation, until the Accords are 
re-established. We cannot carry oat the agreed seven steps without 
grossly exceeding the 1954 advisory celling. Under these circumstances, 
the question arises: What Is thede to protect South Viet Nam from the 
North Viet Nam divisions If the 1954 Accord Is In temporary abeyance* 

A 17. S. (or SEATO) force on the Parallel would provide an unambiguous 
answer. 

4. It we go Into a negotiation on Viet Nam with U. S. forces In 
place an the 17th Parallel, we have a bargaining counter for a return 
to the Geneva Accords; namely, the withdrawal of our troops. Other* 
wise, as Desal pointed out, a negotiation about Viet Nam might be turned 
simply into a negotiation about South Viet Nam. Is short, the presence 
of the U.S. force would give ns the element which we badly lacked in 
the Laos negotiation, which led many of us. Including Harriman. to urge 
the installation cC SEATO Plan 5 In May, 

Aside from these four specific points* there Is a general attitude 
In the State Department paper which X regard as dangerous. Xt would 
inhibit U.S. action on oar dde of the truce lines ctf the Cold War for 
fear of enemy escalation. The lesson cf the post-war. It seems to roe. 

Is that we must be prepared on our side cf the line to do whatever we 
believe necessary to protect our own end the Free World's Interest. 

No one Is proposing that we liberate North Viet Nam. No one is 
proposing at this stage although the Issue may have to be faced — 
selective action In North Viet Nam If Communist Infiltration does not 
stop. General Taylor's proposals ars. In my view, conservative 
proposals for action on oar side of the Cold War truce lines, to buy 
time and permit negotiation to take over for an Interval, under 
reasonably favorable circumstances. 1 think It unwise to inhibit our- 


selves in these regions for fear of what the enemy may do by way of 
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Th* steps proposed -* Including those uhlch are now agreed — 
s hould, of course, not he taken unless we ere deeply prepared for 
nil the possible consequences* But. If the enemy goes to war •* In 
leoij South Viet Ninii or both *• because of our actions on our side 
of the line. It means he has already decided to take Southeast Asia by 
whatever means are necessary; and that his actions up to tills point 
simply meant that he was prepared to take South Viet Nam by cheap 
151 cans a nd L aos by slow means. If possible* If he goes to war because 
of what we do mi our side of the Tine, It does not main that he went to 
war because of what we did* Jtt me a n s he had already determined to 
face war rather than forego Victory In South Viet Nam, and that only 
our surrender of Sooth Viet Nam could prevent war. 


Because of this assessment, I question the State Department’s 
judgment cm the relation between the Introduction of U.S. troops and 
a L aos settlement* The Communist problem is to decide whether or 
not they are prepared to fight the U. S. (or SEATO) in Southeast Asia. 

A final thought. With respect to both Cuba and Laos our legal 
and moral case was ambiguous. It was Impossible in our of 
society to rally the fuU weight of American authority behind the military 
enterprises In those areas. The case of South Viet Nam Is clean. We 
know te the enemy knows it; ami. In their hearts, the knowledgeable 
neutrals know It; e-f. , DesaL The Jorden Report will, I believe, be 
widely persuasive* If we move without ambiguity ■* without sickly 
pallor of o«r positions on Cuba and Laos -- Z believe we can unite the 
country and the Free World; and there is a better than even chance 
that the Communists will back down and bide their time. This we 
should cheerfully accept; because the underlying forces In Asia axe 
with us. If we do not surrender and vigorously exploit them. 
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